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Art Unit: 3662 

DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: 20 (page 5, line 20), 67 (page 9, line 1), 22' (page 8, line 6). Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the 
filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement 
Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by 
the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: The claim is 
missing a period. Appropriate correction is required. 

Double Patenting 

3. Applicant is advised that should claim 12 be found allowable, claim 16 will be 
objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
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cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. Claims 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "in which replacing at least a second portion of the 
first image data" in lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this "replacing" in 
the claim. It is unclear if "replacing" in claim 20 refers to the same "replacing a portion 
of the first image data with second image data" of parent claim 19. Claims 21-23 are 
also rejected because they depend on claim 20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-3, 12-17, 24-27, 29-30, 32-34, 37-39, and 41-42 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lovberg et al. (2004/0080448). 

Regarding claim 1, Lovberg discloses the claimed method of interrogating a 
subject, including a person, with electromagnetic radiation in the range of about 
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100MHz to about 2 THz (abstract, Figure 3B); generating first image data representative 
of at least a portion of the person to produce an image with a given resolution; 
modifying at least a portion of the first image data in a first manner by blurring a 
corresponding portion of the first image (paragraph 0038, lines 1-3); and displaying the 
modified image (paragraph 0037, lines 13-17). 

Lovberg does not specify that the blurring is accomplished by reducing the 
resolution of the image, however it is well known that reducing resolution of an image is 
one way of blurring, therefore it would have been obvious to use resolution reduction in 
order to blur a portion of the image. 

Regarding claim 2, Lovberg does not specify that the blurring includes reducing 
the number of different levels of intensity; however, blurring reduces the detail visible in 
an image, and as one method of blurring, reducing the number of intensity levels would 
have been obvious in order to hide detail of private areas of the subject. 

Regarding claim 3, using only two levels of intensity in the blurring of Lovberg 
would have been obvious in order to further reduce visible detail and to simplify the 
image processing required. 

Regarding claim 32, Lovberg discloses the claimed means for interrogating (50), 
means for generating first image data (50), inherent means for modifying (paragraph 
0038, lines 1-3), and means for displaying (Monitor, Figure 4). 

Lovberg does not specify that the blurring is accomplished by reducing the 
resolution of the image, however it is well known that reducing resolution of an image is 
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one way of blurring, therefore it would have been obvious to use resolution reduction in 
order to blur a portion of the image. 

Regarding claims 37-39, the claimed program of commands is inherent to carry 
out the method as discussed regarding claims 1-3 above. 

Regarding claims 12-16, 36 and 41, the claims describe the creation of a 
monochromatic image from the image data. It is unclear if Lovberg teaches producing a 
monochromatic image, however even if Lovberg does not, producing monochromatic 
images from image data is well known and it would have been obvious to do so in the 
system of Lovberg in order to hide detail of private areas of the person being scanned 
(see paragraphs 0037-0038). 

Regarding claims 17 and 42, Lovberg discloses identifying a second portion of 
the first image data having characteristics corresponding to characteristics of an object 
carried by the person, and displaying with the modified image, an image representative 
of the second portion of the first image data (paragraph 0038). 

Regarding claim 24, Lovberg discloses providing the claimed visual distinction by 
placing a logo on the image at the position of the first image data not corresponding to a 
portion of the person. 

Regarding claims 25-26, increasing and decreasing levels of intensity of picture 
elements is inherent to the placing of an appropriate logo on the image as discussed 
regarding claim 24 above. 

Regarding claim 27, determining a shape corresponding to the shape of at least 
a portion of the person is a common operation of imaging systems; it would have been 
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obvious to determine a shape of a portion of the person in the processing of Lovberg in 
order to allow the system operator to determine where on the person's body a potential 
threat exists. 

Regarding claim 29, Lovberg discloses the claimed system including a first 
antenna apparatus (50) (see Figures 3-6) configured to transmit toward and receive 
from a subject electromagnetic radiation in the range of about 100MHz to about 2 THz 
(abstract, Figure 3B) from positions spaced from the subject position; generating an 
image signal representative of the received radiation; a controller adapted to produce 
from at least a portion of the image signal, image data corresponding to a first image of 
at least a portion of the subject having a first resolution, and to modify at least a first 
portion of the first image data in a first manner by blurring a corresponding portion of the 
first image (paragraph 0038, lines 1-3). 

Lovberg does not specify that the blurring is accomplished by reducing the 
resolution of the image, however it is well known that reducing resolution of an image is 
one way of blurring, therefore it would have been obvious to use resolution reduction in 
order to blur a portion of the image. 

Regarding claim 30, Lovberg does not specify that the blurring includes reducing 
the number of different levels of intensity; however, blurring reduces the detail visible in 
an image, and as one method of blurring, reducing the number of intensity levels would 
have been obvious in order to hide detail of private areas of the subject. 

Regarding claim 33, Lovberg does not specify that the blurring includes reducing 
the number of different levels of intensity; however, blurring reduces the detail visible in 
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an image, and as one method of blurring, reducing the number of intensity levels would 
have been obvious in order to hide detail of private areas of the subject. 

Regarding claim 34, using only two levels of intensity in the blurring of Lovberg 
would have been obvious in order to further reduce visible detail and to simplify the 
image processing required. 

7. Claims 18-21 and 43-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lovberg as applied to claims 17 and 42 above, and further in view of 
Keller etal. (2004/0140924). 

Regarding claims 18 and 43, Lovberg does not disclose the details of identifying 
a second portion of the first image data. Keller discloses a related system, program, 
and method including the claimed correlation of intensity levels between a group of 
picture elements and an inherent reference group (paragraphs 0008-0009). It would 
have been obvious to modify Lovberg to include the neural network identification 
method of Keller as the sophisticated software in order to provide accurate and precise 
object identification by identifying specific objects. 

Regarding claim 19, Lovberg teaches replacing a portion of the first image data 
with second image data (paragraph 0038, lines 9-11). 

Regarding claims 20-21, it is unclear what "replacing at least a second portion of 
the first image data" referrers to (See paragraph 4 of the present Office Action). 
However, claims 20-21 appear to be drawn to inherent steps of replacing a portion of 
the first image data as discussed in claim 19. 
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Regarding claim 44, Keller discloses a related system in which the program is 
adapted to determine a correlation of the levels of intensity by identifying a portion of the 
first image data corresponding to which there is at least a threshold correlation of the 
levels of intensity of the picture elements in at least one group of picture elements with 
the levels of intensity of the reference group of picture elements (paragraph 0068, lines 
12-19). It would have been obvious to include threshold correlation taught by Keller in 
the invention of Lovberg in order to reduce false alarms (paragraph 0068, lines 17-19). 

8. Claims 4-11, 22-23, 31, 35, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lovberg as applied to claims 1, 21, 30, 32 and 37 above, and further 
in view of McMahon. 

Lovberg does not disclose details of the disclosed blurring. 

Claims 4-11, 31, 35, 40 describe well-known blurring practices as shown by 
McMahon. McMahon shows techniques including replacing a portion of first image data 
with second image data representing picture elements having a new level of intensity 
derived from the intensity of a plurality of surrounding picture elements depending on 
relative position to a given element (pages 1-3). The elements have the claimed 
associating factor (page 2). McMahon also discloses the center picture element may 
have a factor with value greater then the value of the other factors (page 2). The factors 
may decrease between the center position and edge positions, may have negative or 
positive values, and values in columns and rows may alternate between positive and 
negative values (page 2). 
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Regarding claims 22-23, it is unclear what "replacing at least a second portion of 
the first image data" referrers to (See paragraph 4 of the present Office Action). 
However, the claims appear to be drawn to the same image processing techniques 
discussed above. 

It would have been obvious to use the teachings of McMahon to implement the 
blurring of Lovberg because these techniques were already known and refined, 
reducing the amount of time needed to create software. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claim 28 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited art relates to various imaging systems. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew M. Barker whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3103. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30 AM-5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Tarcza can be reached on (571)272-6979. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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